This extended editorial by Professor Jim Stewart is the first example of a 'quick response' to contemporary events which I would like to become a regular feature in our journal. An advantage of digital technology is that we can publish such pieces quickly, so stimulating discussions regarding HRD responses to issues that require immediate, but thoughtful, discussion and action. I invited Jim to write this piece following his contribution to a discussion on the Critical Management Studies (CMS) listserve that was focussing on a reported increase of incidents of racism and xenophobia following the UK referendum on the United Kingdom's membership of the European Union. In his email to the CMS listserve Jim reflected on his experience of developing advice and materials for the UK Local Government Training Board in its response to national initiatives for anti-discrimination training in the 1970s and 1980s. I will not repeat Jim's reflections on this. However, I am sure many of us will agree with him that the presence of racism and xenophobia in many countries and communities indicates a failure of education and development. HRD is therefore implicated in this failure. This raises questions about HRD's purpose, and the values and principles which underpin the theory of practice.
I do not want to delay your reading of the editorial. A final point I do want to make is that many postings to the CMS listserve were provoked by visceral responses to events and incidents, and Jim questions whether his reflections are, in fact, reflections. I am less concerned by this. Rather, I view this piece as an example of a critical scholar's initial steps in reflexively engaging with phenomena that are complex, contradictory and that require sustained attention, interventions and actions.
Carole Elliott Editor-in-Chief
The first thought that might strike some readers is what is Brexit? Well, the word refers to the option of the UK leaving the European Union (EU) put to the United Kingdom (UK) electorate in a national referendum held on 23 rd June 2016. It also refers, now, to the outcome of that referendum where 52% of those voting signalled a preference for that option. A second thought striking some readers is what is the meaning or point of the brackets around the C of CHRD? I will return to that question later. Finally, some might think about the meaning or point of the second question mark in the title. That refers to my doubts about the extent to which the following is a reflection. It is certainly personal. But, as the content consists mostly of memories and opinions, I am not confident that it meets any criteria that would satisfy a definition of reflection. Still, that is probably beside the point. The word 'personal' is though central to the point. I write in only that capacity and not from any formal role.
The (C)HRD implications of the recent referendum and its outcome cannot be separated from the implications of the outcome itself. There are too many of those to even list here, let alone discuss them. But, one implication of Brexit of direct relevance to HRD, as an academic subject and as a profession, and which has been quickly evident and so recognised by many in the UK and elsewhere, is the rise in xenophobia among UK citizens. Actually, I am not sure that is the most accurate way of describing the implication. Xenophobia is and has been a constant feature of the culture of the UK, and probably all other countries/nations/states/societies/communities. We might go as far as saying it is part of the human psyche and so of the human condition; fear and mistrust of the foreign, the strange(r), the other, the different. From a biological perspective, such a component in the human psyche could have many adaptive and survival advantages. From a sociological perspective, at least adopting structural functionalism as the lens, the same could be true through providing beneficial and meeting needed societal functions. Thinking about this, I am reminded of the amity/enmity complex devised by Robert Ardrey, a writer who attempted to combine biological and social science understanding of the human condition without being either a biologist or a sociologist. This 'complex' posits that the amount, or strength, of social cohesion; i.e. amity; within any given social group is a function, in the mathematical rather than sociological sense, of the amount, or strength, of perceived and experienced threat; i.e. enmity; from another or different social group. To illustrate, I recall thinking about Ardrey's idea when the Soviet Union collapsed; my thoughts were along the lines of, who is the USA going to have as enemy now in order to avoid the consequences of the ever present internal conflicts if the reduced enmity led, as the complex suggests, to reduced amity? We now know most of the answer to that question with the so called 'war on terror'. But, that is an aside. The main point is that xenophobia is not a consequence of Brexit; it was and is ever present. The consequence that matters is the rise in expression of xenophobia and related behaviour by UK citizens. The argument seems to be that Brexit has legitimatised and given permission for such expressions and behaviour. These take many forms, including written and verbal abuse, acts of violence against individuals and groups, and generalised expressions of hostility through graffiti and on social media for example.
All such current xenophobic and related behaviours are directed at the perceived foreign, strange, other, different. The latter includes people from other EU countries such as Poland and Romania who are, generally, white. It also includes those more easily identifiable as assumed, foreign, strange, other, different by their skin colour and/ or mode of dress. These in turn include people of non-white ethnic origin; African, Arab, Asian, Caribbean or Chinese for example. An alternative term for such behaviours is racist which identifies the behaviour as deriving from racism rather than xenophobia. Some would argue that the terms racism and racist are valid only when skin colour is the defining characteristic of the foreign, strange, other, different. And from that, that xenophobic is the relevant term when the behaviour is directed at white Europeans. Whatever the arguments on that point, it is often the case that the behaviour is misdirected since many individuals and groups suffering from the behaviours, both white and non-white, are in fact UK citizens. The UK is a long standing multi-cultural and multi-racial society and so is a polyglot of people from dozens of origins. Personally, I prefer the terms racist and racism to xenophobic and xenophobia. Why? Because I believe the latter terms avoid the real issue. They are, to me, somehow softer, more understandable, more forgivable. And, they are more associated with the 'unfettered' immigration into the UK of other EU nationals which was a key issue in the referendum and, as argued by many, one of the key reasons for the Brexit result. In addition, the objection being expressed is associated with the EU rather than any racist attitudes. The reality though is that the current rise in expression of xenophobia is directed as much against people of non-white ethnic origin as it against white but assumed non-British Europeans. And even when the targets are white but assumed non-British Europeans, the nature of the abuse is no different. So, I would argue that the motives and causes are the same in all cases. And those motives and causes are racist attitudes and racism. Racism is associated with xenophobia. It is perhaps caused by xenophobia. But xenophobia is limited to fear and mistrust of the foreign. Racism is a belief in the inferiority and worthlessness of the foreign. Fear and mistrust associated with xenophobia would, logically, lead to avoidance of the foreign. Racism leads to different treatment when the foreign is encountered, and that different treatment being justified. And so that different treatment having abuse, physical and verbal, as well as discrimination, being seen as legitimate. So, in my view, what we have been and are seeing in the UK as a consequence of Brexit is an expression of belief in the legitimacy of racism and of racist behaviour. The result provides no rational or logical basis for such a belief. But, racism is not rational or logical. Which, strangely, brings me to (C) HRD. But first, some personal background is relevant.
From 1979 to 1986 I was a training and development professional and not an academic, and worked for an organisation known as the Local Government Training Board (LGTB). That organisation was the national body responsible for setting HRD (although we didn't use that term at the time) policy and practice for local, or municipal, elected authorities in England and Wales; the Board's remit did not extend to Scotland or Northern Ireland. In fulfilling its role, the LGTB took account of both national legislation and the priorities set by local authorities. One such priority at the time, set mainly by urban local authorities in the large industrial conurbations, was to work to eradicate discrimination in employment and in the delivery of local government services in order to meet the requirements of a series of national legislative requirements passed into UK law in the middle and late 1970s. These laws made discrimination in employment and in provision of services unlawful on a number of grounds, including sex, race and sexuality. Many local authorities produced training and development responses but also looked to the LGTB for guidance. The LGTB itself also wanted to ensure its own compliance with the law. Thus, along with other colleagues, I worked on projects internally focused and on projects to do with advice and guidance to local authorities. I have been reminded of and prompted to review this past experience by the recent events associated with Brexit. My reminiscences and 'reflections' have also been prompted by a discussion about xenophobia on the Critical Management Studies listserve which was conducted under the heading 'Hatred and xenophobia in the aftermath of the EU Referendum'. Contributions to that discussion have been provocative and illuminating. But, none has directly addressed the role of HRD, or even of HR more widely in dealing with the negative consequences of Brexit highlighted by the title of the discussion. Based on my experience in the 1980s, (C)HRD cannot ignore the issue and in fact has to have a central role in its resolution (note that word; deliberately not 'solution').
What did we do in the 1980s to help eradicate discrimination in employment and service delivery through HRD policy and practice? Before addressing that question, I want first to answer the question to do with the brackets around the C of CHRD. As already said, we did not commonly use the term HRD, let alone CHRD, back in the 1980s. But, that is not the reason for the brackets. Some responses to a discussion on the UFHRD listserve, similar to that on the CMS listserve, implied that the subject 'Hatred and xenophobia in the aftermath of the EU Referendum' is a matter for CHRD to address. I don't dispute that view. But, I would argue that it is not the exclusive concern of those interested in CHRD. One of the central principles we worked with in the 1980s was that sexism and racism was everyone's concern. In our context and at that time, that meant every elected councillor and every employee of local government, as well as owners, managers and employees of those suppliers and contractors involved in local service delivery. At a national level, the legislation made it the concern of every citizen. So, and applying that principle here, everyone involved in HRD, and not just those with a CHRD interest, needs to be concerned with the subject. Hence the bracket. Yes, CHRD may have more conceptual and analytical tools, perhaps also more to say on the subject than HRD more generally. But, HRD practitioners in whatever context; academia and professional practice; have a personal and professional responsibility. The latter arises because while xenophobia may be part of the human condition, racism, and so racist attitudes and behaviour, is learned. Thus, racism can be unlearned and alternative attitudes and behaviours learned in their stead. And so HRD has to be directly involved in addressing, and resolving, the problem. Many HRD professionals might say we are already involved through equality and diversity training, and especially through interventions that include and/or focus on unconscious bias. I would accept that argument and also say that such interventions continue what began in the 1970s and 1980s, especially in local government which pioneered these kinds of interventions in the UK. But, those who advance this argument, like me, also have to accept the work is not finished. And may never be. So, efforts and different approaches have to continue. I would also say in passing that the material I have seen on unconscious bias, and to be overtly and deliberately provocative, is a little like focusing on and using the term xenophobia. It misses and avoids the point. It more comfortable, less threatening and more socially acceptable than using terms like racism and racist, or even sexism and sexist. And it is a bit like using the arguments of Richard Dawkins and evolutionary psychologists as an excuse; it's not me, it's my genes!
The previous sentences may be a little harsh. We recognised and acknowledged back in the early 1980s that some racist behaviour was not deliberate and not the result of conscious decision making. We also recognised that some racist behaviour was the default position reflecting, in some contexts, the prevailing social norms at the time. Also acknowledged was that racism, for many people, arose out of ignorance. Racism can be better seen for what it is; illogical, irrational, emotional, prejudiced; from a position of informed judgement. The true racist hangs on to their prejudiced beliefs in the face of knowledge, information, facts, evidence. We have seen this in Brexit and in some of the more extreme reactions to the Brexit result. Despite many statements and much evidence to the contrary in the public domain, immigrants, of all skin colours and all origins, are still seen by some as a negative influence in and on UK society. But, I am sure many other instances of racist behaviour arose, and continue to arise, out of ignorance. What I also think is that we should acknowledge the behaviour to be racist, the underlying attitudes to be racist and to tackle the real problem instead of hiding behind alternative concepts such as unconscious bias.
To return to the 1980s, the main but not exclusive HRD intervention we adopted was Racism Awareness Training. This intervention consisted of a workshop ranging from 1 to 3 days in length which aimed to both educate and challenge participants. Facilitators commonly, but not exclusively, included at least one from a non-white ethnic origin. Content included facts and figures little known in the general population, which of course included most participants. Some examples of that content that I can recall included the requirements placed on employers, employees and citizens by current law; the history and contributions of non-white people, especially citizens of the UK; and also facts on current mix of ethnic origins in the UK generally and in particular localities. I recall many reactions of surprise from participants to the latter because they had assumptions of much higher than actual proportions of non-white populations in their local area. Design and methods applied what we referred to then in professional practice as 'experiential learning'. This has come to have additional and different meanings over the years since then but at the time mainly meant highly participative and interactive methods informed by approaches such as sensitivity training, T groups and encounter groups, all in turn underpinned by humanist psychology such as that of Carl Rogers. Such designs commonly included confrontational approaches by facilitators but that was not a required or even an encouraged element of Racism Awareness Training. Confrontations were not uncommon but were not essential or actively sought. What was essential though was a focus on participants as individuals and their attitudes and behaviour. This thinking derived from the principle already mentioned that racism in society and its institutions is everyone's concern. It was also informed by the American origins of Racism Awareness Training, and especially the work of Jane Elliott, one of the leading American anti-racism activists. Elliott was, perhaps still is, famous for her 'blue eyes-brown eyes' method in her workshops. In my experience, that was not a commonly applied exercise by UK facilitators, although a video showing Elliott's original work using the exercise with 8 to 9 years old school children often featured as part of a workshop. So too were what were called 'trigger videos' specifically produced for Racism Awareness Training. These presented short scenes to participants to set up an individual response which was then shared and discussed by participant groups. The scenes sometimes unfolded into a longer narrative presented in short sequences, each requiring a response. They often told a story of some direct or indirect racial discrimination occurring in a workplace. Roles plays and cases also commonly featured. One of the latter that I personally produced for the purpose was an amended version of the 'Managerial Justice' exercise. This exercise presents participants with a series of situations of minor law breaking to be sentenced by a magistrate. Individual participants act as the magistrate and decide a punishment, for each situation, of a fine ranging from zero to £100. Having decided an individual response, participants then discuss them in small groups with the task of reaching a consensus fine. This in itself is useful in raising the role of individual assumptions, attitudes and prejudices in decision making behaviour as there is always variation and initial disagreement. However, the presented situations were written to subtlety but directly identify the influence of attitudes to race. Half the group, unknowingly at first, received different versions to the other half. So for example, one group had a situation of exceeding the speed limit committed by Benjamin Donavan and the other group has the same situation committed by Harpreet Kaur. Most if not all participants made assumptions, made clear in plenary discussions, of nationality and ethnic origin based purely on the name. And were also heavily, if in many cases unconsciously, influenced by those assumptions in allocating a fine. And many, if not most, were later surprised to learn the ethnic origin of Benjamin Donavan to be Black British -Caribbean.
My experience of using Racism Awareness Training was mixed. I co-designed and co-facilitated workshops in local government in the early-1980s and then in the mid/ late 1980s and early 1990s as an academic Course Leader of the then Institute of Training and Development Certificate and Diploma qualification programmes. As mentioned above, confrontation was not a deliberate part of the approach and design I adopted but it was also not a rare occurrence as the majority of participants had strong emotional responses to the experience of Racism Awareness Training. However, in the majority of cases, such confrontation was minor in intensity and capable of being used productively to produce positive outcomes for all involved. But, a deliberate confrontational approach was used in some, perhaps much, Racism Awareness Training elsewhere and by other practitioners. This was associated more with what was referred to as Anti-Racism Training. I recall that we had debates in the LGTB about the relative merits of the two approaches. This was also related in part to debates about additional HRD and non-HRD interventions required to reduce the impact of racism in local government employment and service delivery. My own view on some of these debates was that we should aim to be non-racist in all HRD interventions. This extended to clear and wider representation of all ethnic groups in promotional and training materials. Non directly HRD interventions included policies and procedures related to recruitment and selection of training participants as well as employees, and monitoring of ethnic origin in both. I recall a lot of resistance to the latter, and especially as data was requested and collected to establish the necessary databases and 'starting points' for monitoring purposes. It is an everyday experience now to be asked to indicate ethnic origin but in the early 1980s it was a controversial initiative. Such controversy and resistance also manifested in relation to Racism Awareness Training, in part because of the focus on individual attitudes and behaviour which, as said, sometimes led to confrontation. That resistance was fuelled by the more deliberately confrontational Anti-Racism Training. Another, and in my view more legitimate source of resistance, was the argument that racism was institutionalised and needed policy interventions focused on structures and institutions rather than individuals. That argument was accepted by most of us involved in and promoting Racism Awareness Training. But, we didn't see a need for a choice to be made and also argued that structures arise from and are reproduced by individual behaviours, as well as by social institutions. An additional argument was that racism was commonly experienced in the day to day interactions of two (or more) individuals as well as organisational policies and practices; for example, in the form of personal abuse as well as in denial of employment opportunities by institutional structures. It seems clear to me now that we lost that argument as evidenced in the relative demise of Racism Awareness Training and the rise of diversity training which has a more generalised focus than exclusively on race, and concern with organisation practice rather than individual attitude and behaviour. Indeed, my experience suggests that such training over recent years has been and is limited to those directly involved in recruitment and selection, rather than being compulsory for all employees.
I recall three specific experiences that I believe remain relevant. First, I was in the early/middle 1980s an active trade unionist and Branch Chair of the LGTB branch of the then NALGO trade union. During the time we were conducting Racism Awareness Training for all employees of the LGTB I received more than one complaint about the training from individual union members, one or two of whom expressed their complaint in racist language. Since the training had the full backing of the union branch, the complaints were given short shrift, with warnings about future behaviour to those using racist language. The complaints though reinforced the significance of individual attitudes. My work on a different project, to do with economic development officers in local councils, was the source of two other experiences. We trialled a course on marketing produced by a consultancy firm we commissioned, and I attended the pilot course as an observer. The consultant leading the course made a sexist joke as part of his introduction. Before he could continue, one of the participants, employed by a London Borough Council, rose to his feet, and made a statement. I don't recall the exact words, but it was something like ''my job description has a common clause that requires me to challenge any instance of sexist and racist behaviour. So, I ask you to apologise for the sexist joke and to not include any more on this course''. Apart from the personal commitment shown by this man; there was no one else there from his council to monitor his compliance, or not, with his job description; it is interesting to note that such clauses existed at that time. I wonder if they still do. The third and final experience was working with an advisory group of black economic development officers as part of producing a specific HRD intervention to meet their development needs. So, at meetings of this group; about 10 members I think; I was often the only white person in the room. It might be thought that gave me some insight into being in an ethnic minority. However, when I suggested this at the first meeting, it was pointed out that the key difference was that everyone, including me, knew the situation would be reversed after 3 or so hours and as soon as we exited the building onto the street. And so it is not really possible for a white person to understand the experience of being non-white in the UK, UK citizen or not.
Where does this take and leave us as HRD academics and professionals? I think we can reach three conclusions. First, Brexit has demonstrated that racism is alive and well in the UK. We already knew that of course but, and second, Brexit is being taken by some as legitimising expression of racism against individuals and groups labelled, by them, as 'foreign, different and other'. And finally, that HRD as a profession and HRD practitioners must be part of the response to combatting the supposed legitimacy of racism and racist behaviour. Personally, I believe that response should include interventions along the lines of Racism Awareness Training. If not direct workshops, the subject of combatting racism through HRD needs to be in the curriculum of HRD education and qualification programmes. That is the job and responsibility of HRD academics, with or without a lead from the professional body. HRD professionals in all types of employment contexts also need to work to get the topic on the agenda of their interventions. HRD is not the whole answer and is not the solution. Contributions from wider HRM education and practice is also required, although that again is not the whole answer or solution. But, changing individual attitudes and behaviour is in my view an essential contribution. And that is what HRD is for.
Professor Jim Stewart
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